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ABSTRACT  
Many factors contribute to the willingness of individual citizens to adopt eGovernment systems for filing taxes online, for 
voting on the Internet, for online licensing, and other digital processes. The growing interest in eGovernment has brought 
some attention to the concept of eVoting. Various dimensions of trust, along with usability and system ease-of-use, play key 
roles in influencing citizen intentions to adopt to eVoting system. The present study indicates that, among other factors, 
citizens’ perceptions that they share the same values as the individual people who are affiliated with providing eGovernment 
(and eVoting) services are especially instrumental. This study shows that the perception that the agency is made of “people 
like me” is associated with increased trust in the agency, which in turn is associated with increased levels of other factors that 
contribute to the intention to vote electronically over the Internet. 
Keywords  
eGovernment, eVoting, Trust, Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, Shared Values, Behavioral Intention 
INTRODUCTION 
eGovernment is the employment of technology, primarily the Internet, to provide citizens and organizations with more 
convenient access to government information (West, 2004; Gefen et al., 2004, Turban et al., 2002). Previous research has 
found that factors such as Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Diffusion of Innovation, and Trust play a role in user 
acceptance of e-commerce (Gefen & Straub, 2000; Gefen et al., 2003a; Pavlou, 2003), and may also affect citizen adoption of 
e-government (Warkentin et al., 2002; Carter & Belanger, 2004). 
As Information Technology (IT) is the social medium for interaction between the user and the Government, there may be 
elements of distrust and lack of transparency that hinder the acceptance of eGovernment system (Belanger & Carter, 2008). 
Trust would increase the intention to use, purchase, or adopt e-services (Gefen, 2000; De Ruyter et al., 2001; Koufaris and 
Hampton-Sosa (2002, 2004); Gefen et al., 2003b). Trust in e-government comprises an institutional view of trust in a specific 
entity that controls the trust (trust of the government) as well as trust in the reliability of the enabling technology that 
provides the service (trust of the Internet) (Carter and Belanger, 2005; Pavlou, 2003).  
Extant research suggests that the sociocultural differences between citizens account for differences in adoption levels. 
Research has proven that telecommunication infrastructure (Hargittai, 1999), socio-economic factors (Robinson & Crenshaw, 
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1999) and cultural values (Maitland & Bauer, 2001) have a significant influence on Information and Communication 
Technology (ICT) adoption among countries. Among all these factors, the cultural difference between the service provider 
and the users of the service is of importance. Whenever there is presence of sociocultural diversity, the e-Service provider 
should be aware of the influences that sociocultural diversity exerts on citizen trust and ultimately on citizen assessments of 
government sponsored IT such as eVoting (Gefen et al., 2005).  
Another aspect of IT adoption is the sense of belonging (often called a sense of oneness or community), which is a feeling 
that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that 
members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Gefen and Ridings (2003) 
examined how identification of shared values with groups affects individuals’ beliefs and behavior and increase the users’ 
acceptance of the IT. 
Previous research in eGovernment has highlighted many reasons for users to adopt eGovernment such as social and cultural 
issues (Carter & Weerakkody, 2008); social influence, trust and risk (Belanger & Carter, 2008; Gefen et al. 2002); perceived 
usefulness and perceived ease of use (Gefen et al., 2002; Carter & Belanger, 2005); external influences, impersonal influence, 
self-efficacy, and facilitating conditions (Hung et al., 2006); and disposition to trust, trust of Internet, trust of the government, 
and perceived risk (Belanger and Carter, 2008).  
Though eGovernment is sometime defined as the mere delivery of government services and information to the public using 
electronic means, it extends beyond that scope to incorporate interactive processes such as eVoting and participation in online 
political activity (Fang, 2002). As with eTax filing or any other eGovernment services, eVoting would also have to address 
issues of trust and fear. Gefen et al. (2005) suggest that there will be strong effect on the creation of citizen trust in the 
governmental agency from users’ sense of belonging with the governmental agency. Belonging is such a fundamental human 
motivation that users who feel of sense of belongingness may develop highly positive attitudes towards the supporting 
technology. Social Exchange Theory (Kelley and Thibaut, 1978) further suggests that user perceptions of the behavior of 
their social exchange partners – in this case the government and government election agency – will influence the user’s 
assessment of the Perceived Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) of the technology, and can be influenced by 
the sense of belongingness with the other party in the social exchange. It is a natural tendency for people to adopt IT if they 
believe that the government agency is made of people like them.  
The present study highlights the belief that a governmental election agency comprised of people having similar values as the 
voters creates citizen trust in the agency. This subsequently results in increased perceived usefulness and ease of use, as well 
as increased intentions to use the agency’s IT. The sense of belonging that users feel about the governmental eVoting agency 
directly affects intentions to use the agency’s IT. This study examines this principle, as laid down in the Gettysburg Address
1
 
by President Lincoln in 1863, in the context of electronic voting. 
                                                           
1
 President Lincoln referred to the goal of preserving “government of the people, by the people, for the people.” 
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
Electronic Voting 
(Elements redacted due to space limitations.) 
The validity of the eVoting hinges on the correctness, robustness, and security of the software within the voting terminal. 
Further research is required to see how the sense of belonging that voters have with the people that work in the eVoting 
agency affects their acceptance and participation in eVoting itself. The present study suggests that Internet voting adoption 
will require that voters hold a sense of oneness with the people that comprise the eVoting agency (Gefen et al.,2005). 
Inferring from this research, the ongoing assumption of the present study is that “agency made of people like me” would have 
some impact on the “trust in the agency” which in turn will influence perceptions of usefulness and ease of use. The research 
model is presented in Figure 1: 
 
Figure 1: Research Model 
Agency Made of People Like Me 
A person’s behavioral intention can be affected by the individual’s sense of belonging to the group providing the e-service. 
Friedman et al. (2000) supported the view that even on the Internet, people trust people, not technology. This is entirely 
possible when the users can relate themselves to the e-service provider. Gefen et al. (2005) suggests that having the “sense of 
belonging to the same sociocultural group as those in the governmental agency” not only creates citizen trust in the 
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governmental eVoting agency but also aids in positively assessing its IT. Also, an individual’s perceived ease of use and 
perceived usefulness can be affected by the perceptions of shared values with the eVoting agency (Gefen et al., 2005). 
H1: “Agency made of people like me” will increase citizens’ trust in the Government agency. 
H2: “Agency made of people like me” will increase citizens’ perceived ease of use. 
H3: “Agency made of people like me” will increase citizens’ perceived usefulness. 
H4: “Agency made of people like me” will increase citizens’ intention to use eVoting.  
Trust 
Trust is defined as a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence (Moorman et al., 1993). Trust is 
the belief that the other party on whom one depends will behave as expected in a socially responsible manner and in doing so 
will fulfill the trusting party’s expectations of it (Gefen, 2000; Gefen et al., 2003a; Gefen et al., 2003b; Lewis and Weigert, 
1985; Mayer et al., 1995). Further, trust determines business relationships and would determine which eGovernment services 
the people would trust. It is therefore imperative to study how online consumer trust is promoted and cultivated (Koufaris & 
Hampton-Sosa, 2004) as lack of trust may lead to rejection of e-Government initiatives. Furthermore, in an environment 
where visual and other social cues are notably missing (Reichheld & Schefter, 2000), trust reduces the social complexity that 
results from people being independent agents whose behavior cannot always be controlled or anticipated (Gefen, 2000) and 
thus reduces the social complexity and uncertainty involved in interacting with independent agents (Lewis and Weigert, 
1985). Accordingly, in terms of the technological approach, trust is the adoption of new technologies (Fukuyama, 1995). A 
high level of trust in technologies along with high level of trust in government agency to implement eGovernment services 
has “strong impact on the adoption of a technology” (Warkentin et al., 2002).  
The users may not need to monitor interactions with the website if the website for eCommerce is perceived to be trustworthy 
(Pavlou, 2003) and this would improve users’ performance when dealing with the government (Gefen et al., 2003). Previous 
research on e-government adoption has shown that trust in e-government impacts perceived usefulness (Horst et al., 2007; 
Lee and Rao, 2007). Gefen et al. (2005) suggests that trust in the agency administering the eVoting process will increase 
citizens’ assessment of the perceived usefulness of the IT supporting it. The effect of trust on perceived usefulness depends 
on the credibility aspect of the trust. 
H5: Trust in the agency administering the eVoting process will increase citizens’ assessment of the perceived usefulness of 
the IT supporting it. 
Previous research on e-government adoption has shown that trust in e-government impacts perceived ease of use (Belanger 
and Carter, 2008; Gefen et al., 2002; Lee and Rao, 2007). Pavlou (2003) shows a positive impact of trust on perceived ease of 
use. Trust on the eVoting agency would make users believe that it is easy to use the IT required for eVoting. Accordingly, the 
following hypothesis is posited: 
H6: Trust in the agency administering the eVoting process will increase citizens’ assessment of the perceived ease of use of 
the IT supporting it. 
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Previous research shows that trust is the antecedent of attitude and intention. Gefen (2000) suggests that trust influences two 
distinct aspects of e-commerce: inquiry and purchase, and are especially strong on individuals intention to purchase. Trust is 
found to be significant in influencing citizens’ intention to use e-government (Gefen and Straub, 2000; Carter & Belanger, 
2005; Lee & Lei, 2007). Trust reduces social complexity that customers might feel which in turn rules out undesirable yet 
possible behaviors of the government agency providing eVoting service. 
H7: Trust in the agency administering the eVoting process will increase citizens’ intention to use the IT supporting it. 
Perceived Usefulness  
Lack of user acceptance has long been a hurdle to the success of new information systems (McCarroll, 1991), and 
understanding what improves user acceptance has been the objective of much  research (Davis, 1993). The users’ acceptance 
of the system and their intention to use it depends largely on perceived usefulness (Davis, 1989 &1993; Straub et al., 1995). 
The importance of perceived usefulness – “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would 
enhance his/her job performance” (Davis, 1989) - as an important determinant of user acceptance derives from the TAM 
model. Previous research has shown that perceived usefulness would determine the intention to use eGovernment services 
(Hung et al. 2006, Wangpipatwong et al., 2008; Horst et al. 2007; Al-adawi et al., 2005; Carter & Belanger, 2005) as 
behavioral intention is largely driven by perceived usefulness (Fu, et al. 2006). 
H8: Perceived usefulness of the eVoting process will increase citizens’ intention to use the IT supporting it.  
Perceived ease of use 
Perceived ease of use (PEOU), the individual’s assessment of the mental effort involved in using a system, is another major 
determinant of attitude toward use in the TAM model (Davis, 1989). Previous research has shown that perceived ease of use 
would determine the intention to use eGovernment services (Hung et al., 2006; Wangpipatwong et al., 2008; Horst et al., 
2007).  
H9: Perceived ease of use of the eVoting process will increase citizens’ intention to use the IT supporting it. 
Perceived ease of use can be taken as a central aspect of e-commerce as it has both direct effects on intended use as well as 
indirect effects through perceived usefulness (Gefen et al., 2003a; Moon and Kim, 2001). Applications that are easy to use 
are less threatening (Moon and Kim, 2001) and perceived to be more useful to the user. 
H10: Perceived ease of use of the eVoting process will increase the perceived usefulness of the IT supporting it. 
METHOD 
For studying the relationship implied by the research model and hypotheses presented in this study, we developed, validated, 
and administered a field survey instrument to collect data from likely voters. The survey was designed to capture 
respondent’s Trust in the agency (TR), Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), Agency made of People 
Like Me (PLM), and Behavioral Intention to Use (BINT). Previously validated scales were adapted to fit the context of the 
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present study. Respondents were 805 potential voters drawn samples of undergraduate students at three large U.S. 
universities.  
(Instrument design, validation, and administration details are withheld due to space limitations.) 
DATA ANALYSIS 
The data were assessed through tests of convergent validity, discriminant validity and reliability using commonly accepted 
guidelines. The data were first analyzed with the initial construct validity tests. We examined factor loadings of our variables 
to see if the items loaded cleanly on separate components. The factor loading showed that there was no presence of any cross 
loading among the items (see Table 1). 
Convergent validity was confirmed by evaluating the correlation of the items among the same construct (Loch et al. 2003). 
All factors have an item loading that exceeds the 0.7 threshold except for trust (see Table 1). Also, the Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) exceeds the 0.5 threshold for all the constructs except that for trust. Discriminant validity (Loch, et al. 2003) 
was established when the square root of AVE for each construct were greater than the inter-construct correlation 
corresponding off diagonal correlations of the construct to their latent variables (see Table 2).  
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PEOU PU TR PLM BINT AVE 
Eou1 0.676 0.687 -0.116 -0.093 0.078 0.704 
Eou2 0.886 -0.202 0.033 -0.038 0.019 
Eou3 0.910 -0.108 0.011 0.056 -0.063 
Eou4 0.863 -0.217 0.045 0.053 -0.015 
Pu1 -0.01 0.880 -0.194 0.068 0.067 0.545 
Pu2 -0.026 0.841 -0.287 0 0.084 
Pu3 -0.166 0.615 0.75 -0.174 -0.125 
Pu4 0.235 0.565 -0.086 0.085 -0.093 
Ab1 -0.005 0.147 0.605 -0.117 0.644 0.440 
Ab2 0.056 -0.048 0.814 -0.208 -0.222 
Pt1 -0.111 -0.11 0.488 0.692 -0.003 
Pt2 0.085 -0.047 0.591 0.515 -0.123 
Prd1 -0.106 0.092 0.585 0.006 0.569 
Prd2 0.042 0.032 0.734 -0.245 -0.248 
Prd3 -0.039 0.104 0.769 -0.209 -0.162 
In1 -0.02 0.124 0.685 -0.081 -0.087 
In2 0.057 -0.329 0.638 -0.016 -0.16 
Ch1 0.01 -0.165 0.115 0.703 -0.018 0.591 
Ch2 -0.016 -0.101 -0.011 0.737 -0.092 
Ch3 0.007 0.12 -0.039 0.809 0.026 
Ch4 -0.001 0.114 -0.051 0.819 0.072 
Use1 -0.073 0.046 0.048 -0.044 0.827 0.633 
Use2 0.035 0.053 0.014 -0.107 0.886 
Use3 0.02 0.004 -0.081 -0.032 0.870 
Use4 0.023 -0.159 0.033 0.286 0.556 
Table 1: Loadings, Cross-Loadings, and AVEs for Multi-Item Constructs 
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  PEOU PU TRUST PLM BINT 
PEOU 0.839     
PU 0.669 0.738    
Trust  0.501 0.56 0.664   
PLM 0.339 0.442 0.684 0.769 
BINT 0.33 0.429 0.552 0.454 0.796 
Table 2: Inter-Construct Correlations 
For reliability analysis of the measurement model, the initial reliability scores were obtained. The Cronbach’s alpha and 
composite reliability (see Table 3) shows the internal consistency among the data. A score greater than 0.70 is acceptable for 
each of the constructs for the composite reliability scores for the reflective variables (Gefen & Straub, 2005). Each of the  
factors in this model has scored greater than 0.70 as composite reliability.  
Construct Cronbach's Alpha Composite Reliability 
Trust (TR) 0.840 0.877 
Perceived Usefulness (PU) 0.708 0.822 
Intention to Use (BINT) 0.797 0.870 
Perceived Ease of Usefulness (PEOU) 0.855 0.904 
People Like Me (PLM) 0.767 0.852 
Table 3: Reliability Statistics 
KEY FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
Assessing the factors like trust, agency made of people like me, perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness provides 
researchers with unique opportunities to examine the behavioral intention of people to adopt eVoting and other eGovt 
services. Figure 2 indicates the beta scores, level of significance, and coefficient of variance for all of the constructs in our 
research model along with their relationship. Table 4 shows the summary of our findings. The result of our research confirms 
that the existence of a Governmental agency made of people having similar values with the public will raise levels of trust, 
perceived ease of use, and perceived usefulness. Similarly, trust in the Governmental agency would increase people’s 
perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness. Furthermore, trust in agency, perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and 
shared values with people that makes Governmental agency affects behavioral intention of people to use the eVoting system. 
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Figure 2: Result of PLS Structural Model Analysis 
 
 
Hypotheses Path Coefficient (β) p-value Supported? 
H1: PLM      TR 0.68 p < 0.001 Supported 
H2: PLM      PEOU 0.01 p < 0.05 Not Supported 
H3: PLM      PU 0.12 p < 0.001 Supported 
H4: PLM      BINT 0.14 p < 0.001 Supported 
H5: TR       PU 0.21 p < 0.001 Supported 
H6: TR      PEOU 0.52 p < 0.001 Supported 
H7: TR      BINT 0.37 p < 0.001 Supported 
H8: PU      BINT 0.19 p < 0.001 Supported 
H9: PEOU      BINT 0.04 p < 0.05 Not Supported 
H10: PEOU     PU 0.52 p < 0.001 Supported 
Table 4: Summary of Findings 
The output of the PLS structural model analysis for our research model shows that all of our hypotheses are significant except 
H2 which hypothesize PLM affecting PEOU and H9 which hypothesize PEOU affecting BINT.  A sense of belonging 
enhances usage (Alexander, 2000), but in this case, our subjects may not have interpreted the related items in a similar way as 
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we expected. Hypothesis 9 that shows PEOU affecting BINT was also rejected. Previous research shows differing results 
when it comes to this relationship, as perceived ease of use proved less influential towards behavioral intention (Davis, 1989; 
Lee & Lei, 2007). The insignificance of PEOU towards behavioral intention may be attributed to fact that there might be 
other perceived response costs that the participants might be thinking of other than ease of use.  
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
(Redacted due to space limitations.) 
CONCLUSION 
This study makes a significant contribution toward explaining the factors that affect behavioral intention of US voters toward 
eGovernment in general and eVoting in specific. The result of the study suggests that trust in the agency, PU and feeling of 
‘agency made of people like me’ affect the behavioral intention to use eVoting in a positive way. This study shows that 
people who have trust in the Governmental agency have increased level of intention to use eVoting systems. Also, the 
perceived usefulness of eGovernment services is also positively associated with the behavioral intention of the voters. 
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APPENDIX A: INSTRUMENT  (Portions of the instrument redacted due to space restrictions) 
Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statements about the election agency managing elections 
and the potential for voting in the future using computers hooked to the Internet instead of using paper 
ballots, using the following rating scale. 







Agree Strongly Agree 
 
  Strongly                          Strongly 
Disagree                               Agree 
Eou1 Learning computer and Internet-based voting will be easy 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Eou2 Computer and Internet-based voting systems will be flexible to interact with 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Eou3 My interaction with computer and Internet-based voting will be clear and 
understandable 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Eou4 It is / will be easy to interact with computer and Internet-based voting 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Pu1 Computer and Internet-based voting would be useful 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Pu2 Computer and Internet-based voting will improve my performance in voting 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Pu3 Computer and Internet-based voting would enhance my effectiveness in 
voting 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Pu4 Computer and Internet-based voting would increase my speed in voting 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Ab1 The election agency is competent 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Ab2 The election agency knows how to provide excellent service  1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
PT1 My past experiences with the election agency (or any other agency like it) 
were satisfactory 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
PT2 The election agency (or any other agency like it) did a good job in the past 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Prd1 I am quite certain about what the election agency will do with information 
about my vote or other personal data 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Prd2 I am quite certain what to expect from the election agency 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Prd3 I am quite certain that the election agency is predictable 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
In1 Promises made by the election agency are likely to be reliable 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
In2 The people from the election agency that would manage the voting are 
honest 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
CH1 The election agency is made up of people like me 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
CH2 The election agency is made up of people who have my values 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
CH3 The election agency is made up of people who believe as I do 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
CH4 The election agency is made up of people who have the culture I do 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
USE1 I would use computer and Internet-based voting 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
USE2 If I had the choice, I would use computer and Internet-based voting instead 
of using paper ballots 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
USE3 If I could, I would vote with computer and Internet-based voting 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
USE4 I would be more likely to vote if computer and Internet-based voting were 
available 
1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
 
